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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 21, 22, and 23 have been amended. Claims 1-23 remain pending in the 
application. Applicants respectfully request further examination of the application, as amended. 

Applicants have amended claims 1, 21, 22, and 23 to incorporate the limitation of a retro- 
reflective member having the ability to reflect a ray of light substantially in the direction of its 
source. While the specification in the application as filed, on page 6, lines 14-15, defined "retro- 
reflective" to mean "having the ability to reflect a ray of light substantially in the direction of its 
source", the original claims including a retro-reflective means or member did not explicitly recite 
this definition. It is noted that the Examiner may have misunderstood Applicants' use of the 
word "means" at page 6, lines 14, to refer to a functional "means" (noun) rather than the 
common use of "means" (verb) as a synonym for "is defined as." Applicant submits that the 
sentence is grammatically correct only with the use of "means" to define the term "retro- 
reflective," and, as is well known, the Applicant may be his own lexicographer. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner rejected the above amendments, stating that "[t]he 
limitation 'having the ability to reflect a ray of light substantially in the direction of its source' in 
claims 1, 21, 22, and 23 raises new issues that would require further consideration and/or 
search." Applicants respectfully traverse Examiner's failure to enter the proposed amendment 
because the specification as originally filed defined "retro-reflective" to mean "having the ability 
to reflect a ray of light substantially in the direction of its source." 

In the Final Rejection, the Examiner appears to suggest that an amendment incorporating 
such a definition would overcome the rejection. By making these clarifying amendments, 
Applicants believe that the claims are allowable. Additionally, Applicants maintain that none of 
the references cited by the Examiner alone or in combination teach or disclose a retro-reflective 
means or member as defined and claimed in the present invention. 

In the Final Rejection, the Examiner has maintained his rejections of all rejected claims 
for the reasons as stated in the first Office Action. These rejections are respectfully traversed for 
the reasons stated in the first Office Action response. Furthermore, in general, the dependent 
claims 2-19 recite further limitations to independent claim 1. Since, as stated above, the 
independent claims as amended are allowable, the dependent claims should also be allowed. 
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For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes that all the claims are allowable. A Notice 
to this effect is respectfully solicited. The Examiner is invited and encouraged to directly contact 
the undersigned if such contact may enhance the efficient prosecution of this application to issue. 

Credit Card Payment Form PTO-2038 authorizing payment in the amount of $750.00 is 
enclosed. This amount is believed to be correct; however, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any additional fees which may be required, or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 14 0629. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Sumner C. Rosenberg 
Registration No. 28,753 



NEEDLE & ROSENBERG, PC. 
Customer Number 23859 
Tel: 404-688-0770 
Fax: 404-688-9880 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 




in an envelope addressed 
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